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Academy. He was an athlete’s athlete.
Bob excelled in football in high school
and, at UCLA for 3 years before enter-
ing West Point, where he won 3 major
letters—in football, basketball, and
track. After service as a pilot in World
War II, he was assigned to the Collegio
Militar, Mexico’s West Point as an ex-
change English instructor and football
coach. In 2 years, they won Mexico’s
national football championship. During
his next assignment, at the Air Defense
Command, Colorado Springs, he played
golf with key generals and dignitaries
such as Gen. Rosie O’Donnell, General
Harmon, and to be Secretary Harold
Talbott, thus paving the way for his se-
lection as Director of Athletics.

Whitlow believed that football was
the way to get the new Academy the
widest publicity and football was the
best way to raise money quickly so
that an aggressive athletic program
could be launched. His initial goal was
to get sixty top flight athletes as ca-
dets as soon as possible. Bob was a very
determined and intense man, with su-
preme confidence in his ability to whip
the new cadets into a formidable foot-
ball team. A most astute move on his
part was to hire Buck Shaw, former
coach of the Philadelphia Eagles, to
coach the football team. He then pro-
ceeded to schedule games with top
ranked colleges to present the team
with the utmost challenge, an almost
impossible task—which was farther
compounded when you realize the en-
tering first class was only 307 cadets,
the second 300 cadets, the third 306 ca-
dets, and the fourth 453 for a total of
only 1,366 cadets—all representing a
brand new college that had just entered
the collegiate athletic world.

It is almost inconceivable that at the
end of the fourth football season, large-
ly due to the spirit, drive and deter-
mination of Bob Whitlow, Coach Buck
Shaw and assistants—and Col. George
Simler and Coach Ben Martin who fol-
lowed Whitlow and Shaw—the Air
Force Academy football team battled
Texas Christian to a scoreless tie in
the Cotton Bowl—an unbelievable feat
not to be duplicated by any team from
a brand new college. This performance
immediately paved the way for the suc-
cessful fund raising effort to build the
Falcon Stadium at the Academy.∑
f

WHAT’S WRONG WITH THE
SENATE?

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, there is
a great deal of discussion about Senate
retirements, some of it involving this
Senator.

I think all of our colleagues would do
well to read an editorial about the re-
tirements that appeared in the St.
Louis Post Dispatch which I ask to be
printed in the RECORD.

The article follows:
WHAT’S WRONG WITH THE SENATE?

With the retirement announcements in re-
cent days of two more veteran GOP sen-
ators—Alan Simpson of Wyoming and Mark
Hatfield of Oregon—the number of senators

stepping down next year has reached a
record: 12. It may yet go higher. Not since
1896, when senators were still elected by
state legislatures, not directly by the voters,
have so many quit. Why?

Some suggest three terms is a magic num-
ber, after which fatigue sets in, and, indeed,
five of the 12 retirees have served three
terms. But the rest have had service ranging
from one to five terms, and their ages range
from 52 to 77. So there’s no pat formula when
it comes to fatigue.

Many of the retirees have expressed dis-
gust with the overly partisan tone today, as
well as the distracting burden of constant
fund raising—though not all did say so in
their retirement announcements. Still, one
thing is clear: Most of the retirees were sen-
ior members of major committees and held
substantial power, and nearly all were prag-
matists used to working across party lines.
Apparently, the prospect of continued influ-
ence wasn’t enough to keep the 12 in the
Senate.

The characteristic all of them have in
common was stated by Mr. Simpson. He said,
‘‘The definition of politics is this: There are
no right answers, only a continuing flow of
compromises . . . resulting in a
changing . . . ambiguous series of public de-
cisions, where appetite and ambition com-
pete openly with knowledge and wisdom.’’
That is a good description of the legislative
process at its best. It is also completely op-
posed to the philosophy of the newer GOP
members who now control Congress and seek
to dominate both the party and the country.

Under such circumstances, those of mod-
erate tone, even if their politics vary across
the spectrum from right to left, inevitably
must feel out of place. Though one, Bob
Packwood of Oregon, was forced to resign be-
cause of scandal and two more are well into
their 70s, the retirement of 12 senators in one
year suggests Congress is losing many of its
best people for the worst reasons. When will
the American people put a stop to this by re-
jecting the poisonous politics of absolute
truth and relentless demonization of those
who see things differently? ∑

f

RECOGNITION OF THE BRONZE
CRAFT FOUNDRY’S 50TH ANNI-
VERSARY

∑ Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize the owners and em-
ployees of the Bronze Craft Co. of
Nashua, NH for over 50 years of service
and dedication to the community.

Bronze Craft was founded in 1944 by
Arthur ‘‘Artie’’ Atkinson. This small
foundry began its business by making
custom architectural hardware. Fifty
years later, the company is still owned
by the same family, and the traditions
of good business and dedication to em-
ployees are still the hallmark of
Bronze Craft.

Since its inception, the company has
delivered for its employees in many
ways, not the least of which has been
providing long-term dependable em-
ployment. It is no surprise that by
maintaining a professional run foundry
and adhering to the highest health,
safety, and environmental standards
for its employees, that the foundry can
take pride in its many multi-
generational employees.

Jack Atkinson, who succeeded his fa-
ther in 1980 as president and CEO, con-
tinues to champion innovative em-

ployee participatory programs such as
continuous improvement through em-
ployee suggestions and strategic action
teams. Mr. Atkinson is a credit to the
Nashua community, and is to be com-
mended for his innovative thinking.
His recent appointment to the execu-
tive board of the Non-Ferrous Found-
ers’ Society serves as recognition of his
leadership in the foundry industry.

It is businesses such as Bronze Craft,
which put employees and quality first,
that set such a high standard for others
in the industry. Their proven success
demonstrates the importance of such
vision. The American Legion has been
a customer since 1944, and recently
Bronze Craft was recognized by
Steinway & Sons as the Malcolm
Baldrige Award Winner for quality and
service.

Mr. President, I praise the owners
and employees of Bronze Craft for their
untiring efforts to provide quality
products, which help make America
stronger, independent and economi-
cally successful. I would also like to
recognize the thousands of small found-
ries, like Bronze Craft, located in
urban and rural areas alike in all 50
States. Their outstanding devotion and
contributions to making their work-
place, community, and country a bet-
ter place to live ensures a hopeful fu-
ture.∑
f

IF NOT THERE, WHERE?

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, as we
continue to discuss the Bosnian situa-
tion, and we will continue to discuss it
long after the resolution has been
adopted, I came across an editorial in
the Christian Century by James M.
Wall which I ask to be printed in full in
the RECORD. It is simple and direct and
as powerful a statement as any I have
read.

I urge my colleagues to read this
thoughtful editorial comment.

The article follows:
[From the Christan Century, Dec. 13, 1995]

IF NOT THERE, WHERE?

(By James M. Wall)

Two questions must be confronted as
Americans consider President Clinton’s deci-
sion to send 20,000 troops to Bosnia: If we
don’t commit troops there, where do we? And
if not now, when? The world’s largest mili-
tary force is equipped and trained to perform
missions of peace as well as to fight wars.
The president has been patient—some would
say too patient—in deciding when to act in
Bosnia. He resisted earlier calls for military
action, and worked instead for an agreement
between combatants which makes it possible
for U.S. troops to go to Bosnia not to fight
but to prevent others from fighting. Richard
Holbrooke’s negotiating team in Dayton,
Ohio, worked with representatives from
Bosnia, Serbia and Croatia to end a war in
which at least 250,000 people have died or are
missing.

The combatants are scheduled to sign the
Dayton agreement this month in Paris.
President Slobodan Milosevic of Serbia was
persuaded by NATO air strikes, a punishing
economic embargo and military successes by
Croatia and the Muslim-led Bosnia govern-
ment that his goal of a greater Serbia was
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unattainable. Resistance to the accord has
predictably surfaced among Bosnian Serbs
because under terms of the agreement Sara-
jevo will be under Muslim control.

Why intervene in Bosnia, and why now? We
must first understand that the U.S. is a na-
tion guided by both humanitarian ideals and
practical necessities. Our ideals misled us in
Vietnam, where we learned the hard way
that civil wars are not resolved by outside
military force. From our intervention in So-
malia we learned that our humanitarian zeal
has to be tempered by practical wisdom. We
can feed starving people, but we cannot force
a political solution on them.

Since the end of the cold war the U.S. has
been the only world power with the ability
to secure a peace through whatever means
are appropriate. We have the military might
to enforce agreements. The question is: Do
we have the will to get involved in conflicts
far from American shores?

It was clearly the presence of oil in the
Persian Gulf that led President Bush to
claim that vital American interests were in-
volved when Iraq invaded Kuwait. The
former Yugoslavia contains no oil, and trade
with the region is not critical to the U.S.
economy. Nevertheless, instability in that
region could easily spill over into surround-
ing countries. It was instability in this re-
gion that precipitated World War I, a fact
which led Pope John Paul II, during his re-
cent visit to the U.S., to plead with Clinton
not to let the century conclude, as it started,
with a war over Sarajevo.

In making his case to the American people
and a skeptical Congress, Clinton argued
that without U.S. participation the combat-
ants would not have reached the Dayton ac-
cord, nor would the European nations in
NATO have agreed to supply an additional
40,000 peacekeeping troops to the region. The
more persuasive case for U.S. involvement,
however, is the harsh reality of the situa-
tion: only the commitment of an outside
force can keep the warring parties in Bosnia
from continuing their mutual slaughter.

At one level, the U.S. and NATO assign-
ment in Bosnia is to prevent a recurrence of
the war that began in 1991. At another level,
however, the U.S. and NATO are making
themselves available as a peace broker for
enemies who must slowly and painfully build
a future together. We cannot arrange that
future, but we can help stop those who want
to determine the future through violence.

Reinhold Niebuhr pointed out that modern
technology has increased our capacity for in-
timacy even as it provides us with the tools
to fight wars that avoid intimacy. We need,
as Niebuhr argued more than 50 years ago, to
develop ‘‘political instruments which will
make such new intimacy and interdepend-
ence sufferable.’’ Our survival depends on
finding a way to accept the
‘‘interpenetration of cultures’’ rather than
turning to mutual destruction.

The peacekeeping force that goes to Bosnia
will offer only a partial correction of past er-
rors and blatant wrongdoing on the part of
several nations and many individuals. We are
sending troops to an area that has witnessed
ethnic cleansing, torture, indiscriminate
killing of civilians, and rape as an instru-
ment of war. We go to the region not to solve
problems but to permit Serbs, Muslims and
Croats to struggle toward their own solu-
tions. Sending U.S. forces into a region full
of generations-old patterns of hatred and ag-
gression is dangerous. But the alternative is
worse. If we do not support the peace proc-
ess, we invite the return of an unceasing war
that breeds further hatred and aggression.

The U.S. is blessed with wealth and re-
sources and the means to act on behalf of
others. We may regard this peace mission as
we might speak of any effort on behalf of a

people in need. We go to Bosnia not to con-
trol or dominate others, but to help others to
do what they cannot do for themselves.∑

f

COMMENDING CATHY MYERS

∑ Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise
today to commend Cathy Myers, of my
staff, who has completed 12 years of
dedicated and exemplary service in the
U.S. Senate. Since my election to the
Senate in 1992, Cathy has worked in my
office, unselfishly devoting her time,
and effort in making the office run
more efficiently and effectively. She is
certainly someone you can count on
and my staff and I appreciate every-
thing she does for all of us. Cathy has
been the consummate example of a de-
voted employee, and I wish her many
more successful years of service.

It is with great joy that I rise today
in honoring Cathy Myers on the occa-
sion of her 12th anniversary as an em-
ployee in the U.S. Senate.∑
f

WHAT MAKES HONG KONG TICK

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, one of
the impressive leaders in our world is a
legislator little known by most Ameri-
cans. He is Martin C.M. Lee, who has
led the forces for democracy in Hong
Kong and has courageously stood up
for freedom and democracy and human
rights in Hong Kong.

He does that in the face of a Chinese
takeover of Hong Kong that is slated in
11⁄2 years from now.

Recently, he had an op-ed piece in
the Washington Post that I hope the
leaders of China will see.

On the possibility that more Chinese
leaders will see it, I ask that it be
printed in full in the RECORD. I hope
that all the Members of the Senate and
House and their staffs will read it also
to help prepare them for what may
happen come 1997.

The article follows:
WHAT MAKES HONG KONG TICK

(By Martin C.M. Lee)

HONG KONG.—On June 30, 1997, Hong Kong
and its 6 million free citizens will become
part of the People’s Republic of China. As
the countdown to 1997 advances, the people
of Hong Kong should be hearing reassurances
from China that we will be able to keep our
freedoms and way of life. Instead, each day
brings a new threat.

The latest has thrown Hong Kong into tur-
moil, both for the harm it will do to human
rights and for the message it sends about
China’s plans for the future. In October
China proposed scrapping key sections of
Hong Kong’s Bill of Rights and reinstating a
number of repressive colonial laws that had
been removed from the statute books be-
cause they violated the Bill of Rights.

On Nov. 15, Hong Kong’s legislature fought
back. The Legislative Council—elected in
September with a surprise majority for
democrats—passed, by a decisive 40–15 vote,
a historic motion to condemn China’s efforts
to end human rights protection in Hong
Kong.

That motion drew a line in the sand over
human rights here—and even had the support
of a large number of pro-Beijing legislators.
Even before the motion was debated, Chinese
officials had declared that Hong Kong’s legis-

lature had no right to discuss the topic of
the Bill of Rights. By defying Beijing, Hong
Kong’s people sent the message that our
rights and freedoms will not be given up
without a fight.

The Bill of Rights was enacted in 1991 as a
confidence-building measure to allay fears
raised by the Tiananmen Square massacre of
1989. Thus it is not surprising that China’s
pledge to emasculate the Bill of Rights is
having a devastating effect on future con-
fidence in the rule of law.

The Bill of Rights—known in Chinese as
Yan Kyun Faat, the Human Rights Law—
puts into domestic law the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights,
under which countries agree to a minimum
standard of behavior toward their citizens.
Britain and more than 80 countries world-
wide have signed the covenant. China, how-
ever, has not. Beijing, in fact, sees the Bill of
Rights as part of a conspiracy by ‘‘inter-
national anti-Chinese forces and the agents
of the British side,’’ according to its own
New China News Agency.

The core problems is that China does not
understand what makes Hong Kong tick. The
People’s Republic of China is an authoritar-
ian Communist state. Hong Kong has always
been a sanctuary from China, where the rule
of law held sway and Hong Kong Chinese peo-
ple were given economic and civil freedoms
to make Hong Kong’s the most successful
economy in Southeast Asia.

In the past decade, the world has witnessed
countless examples of authoritarian regimes
changing into free societies—from Eastern
Europe to Asia. Regionally, South Korea,
Taiwan, Thailand and the Philippines have
all progressed from authoritarian to rep-
resentative governments, and other Asian
countries are moving steadily in that direc-
tion. But the world has no recent experience
of a vibrant, cosmopolitan and extremely
free society losing basic freedoms.

Hong Kong today has all the attributes of
a pluralistic civil society; a robust press,
clean and accountable government and a rule
of law superior to any legal system in Asia.
The proposal to scrap Hong Kong’s Bill of
Rights is the clearest indication yet that
Beijing is trying to remake Hong Kong in
China’s image. Because China has been suc-
cessful in luring international investment
without improving human rights, Beijing
may now believe it can sustain Hong Kong’s
economic success while clamping down on
civil rights and freedoms.

In 1997, China is set to control all three
branches of Hong Kong’s government.
Beijing says elected legislators will be
turned out of office and replaced with a rub-
ber-stamp appointed legislature. Hong
Kong’s top official, the chief executive, and
his cabinet will all be appointed by Beijing.
And China has ensured control of the Court
of Final Appeal, Hong Kong’s highest court,
which will not be set up until after the
transfer of sovereignty in 1997. Thus all three
branches of government are slated to be
under China’s control.

This is why the people of Hong Kong regard
saving our Bill of Rights as our last-ditch
battle. Just as the Bill of Rights is an impor-
tant check on abuse of power by the British
government today, so will it be an essential
check on arbitrary use of power by China
after 1997.

At least one senior Chinese leader clearly
understands the value and fragility of Hong
Kong’s system. Last March the chairman of
the powerful Chinese People’s Political Con-
sultative Committee, Li Ruihuan, admitted
errors in China’s hard-line policy toward
Hong Kong and appealed to his fellow leaders
to handle Hong Kong with greater care in
the future.

In a public speech, he used the metaphor of
an old woman selling a valuable antique
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